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RESPONSE TO AN OFFICE ACTION 



Sir: 



In response to the Office Action of October 6, 1997 applicants responds as follows: 



REMARKS 



Claims 13 and 14 were rejected under § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Liddle in 
view of Palcher. 

Claims 15 to 20 were rejected under § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Liddle in view 
of Palcher, as applied to claims 13 and 14 above, and further in view of Bright et al. 

Both of the above rejections are based upon the hindsight reconstruction of the 
invention. None of the references individually teach the subject matter of applicant's claims. 
The examiner admits that a combination of references is needed to reject the claims. The three 
references teach different solutions to different problems and there is not a teaching or 
suggestion in any of the applied references to combine them. Liddle teaches applying an 
adherent polysiloxane to glass or plastic to impart a soil-repellent feature. Palcher teaches 
applying polysiloxane oil to a rubber to penetrate and preserve the rubber etc. Bright et al. 
teaches a glass cleaner. Liddle and Bright et al. are the only references that mention sulfonic 
acid and they are limited to nonporous surfaces such as glass. Palcher, which is the only 
reference that teaches rubber, does not use sulfonic acid for the reason that is was not 
considered necessary or desirable by prior art for use with a porous material such as rubber. 
According to the prior art, sulfonic acid was only considered as an aid to facilitate the treatment 
of nonporous surfaces. 



